Poverty in Georgia: a study in relative deprivation, 1970 by Hunt, Deryl G. (Author)
POVERTY IN GEORGIA: A STUDY IN RELATIVE DEPRIVATION 
A THESIS 
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF ARTS 
BY 
DERYL G. HUNT 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 
JUNE 1970 
pu w I 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
LIST OF TABLES  iii 
LIST OF MAPS  iv 
Chapter 
I. INTRODUCTION  1 
The Problem  6 
Major Hypothesis 6 
Conceptual Definitions of Relevant Terms  7 
Research Design 8 
Limitation of the Study  10 
Theoretical Orientation  10 
Review of Literature  16 
II. POVERTY AS IT RELATES TO AGE, SEX AND RACE  30 
III. POVERTY AS IT RELATES TO OCCUPATION AND GEOGRAPHICAL 
LOCATION  45 
Occupation  45 
Geographical Location  
IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  53 
APPENDIXES  57 
BIBLIOGRAPHY  61 
ii 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
1. General Population Statistics, State of Georgia, 
960  30 
2. Total Money Income as Reported in 1959 State of 
Georgia  31 
3. Age Characteristics of Total Population State of 
Georgia, 1960  33 
4. Income in 1959 of Persons 14 Years Old and Older 
In the State of Georgia  34 
5. Income in 1959 of Families by Color and Head of 
Household in the State of Georgia  37 
6. Income in 1959 of Persons 14 Years Old and 
Older in the State of Georgia, By Race  40 
7. Important Causes of Death, Number and Rate in 
Specified Age Groups by Race in the State of 
Georgia, 1965  42 
8. Maternal Mortality Rates by Color for the U. S., 
West South Atlantic Region and the State of 
Georgia, Three Year Average, 1961-63 (Rates Per 
100,000 Live Births)  44 
9. Earnings in 1959 of Persons by Occupation in the 
State of Georgia  46 
iii 
LIST OF MAPS 
Map Page 
1. Families With Income Under $3,000 by Counties 
in Georgia in 1959  50 
2. Per Capita Income by Counties in 1959 for 
Georgia  52 
iv 
CHAPTER I 
A STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF POVERTY IN GEORGIA 
INTRODUCTION 
"A country that worries about itself and its worries center around 
abundance, leaves very little doubt in the minds of people as to why it 
calls itself 'the affluent society."1'*' There is an implicit assumption 
that the basic, grinding economic problems have been solved in the 
United States. In this theory, the nation's problems are no longer a 
matter of basic human needs of food, shelter and clothing. Now they are 
seen as qualitative--a question of learning to live decently amid luxury. 
In The Other America. Michael Harrington states "there is a familiar 
America. It is celebrated in speeches and advertised on television and 
in the magazines. It has the highest mass standard of living the world 
2 
has ever known." On the other hand, there exists "Another America 
where 40,000,000 citizens of this country live. They were poor. They 
still are." 
The other America is not impoverished in the same sense 
as those poor nations where millions cling to hunger as a 
defense against starvation. This country has escaped such 
extremes. That does not change the fact that tens of mil¬ 
lions of Americans are, at this very moment, maimed in body 
and spirit, existing at levels beneath those necessary for 
1 
Michael Harrington, The Other America: Poverty in the United 
States (New York: The McMillan Company, 1962), p. 8. 
2 
Ibid ., p . 8. 
1 
2 
human decency. If these people are not starving, they are 
hungry, and sometimes fat with hunger, for that is what 
cheap foods do. They are without adequate housing and edu¬ 
cation and medical care.l 
It is easy for one to see that everybody does not share equally in 
the spoils of "the affluent society." In other words, every citizen 
does not have the same "life chances." The position of Michael Harring¬ 
ton is that some people in the society have greater life-chances than 
others. Harrington further feels that, because there is this differ¬ 
entiation in life-chances in the society, some people will suffer more 
severely than will others. Those people, who are psychologically de¬ 
fined in the society as internal exiles, who, almost inevitably, develop 
attitudes of defeat and pessimism and who are therefore excluded from 
taking advantage of new opportunities, will be defined as poor. 
Recent estimates have focused on thirty million, forty million and 
even fifty million persons in the United States who are poor--who do not 
have enough money to buy an adequate living and little opportunity to 
better themselves. Who are these people with inadequate incomes? The 
point has been made that most of them suffer from some handicapping 
characteristic. "Two-thirds of the total are members of families of low 
paid or unemployed workers. Women living alone or heading up families 
constitute one in three such units. Non white persons make up or head 
one out of five such households, people over age 65 head up two out of 
9 
five family units with insufficient income." 
1 
Ibid., p . 9 . 
2 
Poverty in America, ed. Louis A. Ferman, Joyce L. Knonbluh, Alan 
Haber (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1965), p. 83. 
3 
Millions of workers constitute what has been called the "economic 
underworld of the by-passed." Many of them face the choice of a job at 
low level wages or no job at all. Many of them are not oovered by the 
federal minimum wage and their poverty is due to the low rates of pay 
found most commonly in certain occupations. Others suffer irregular em¬ 
ployment due to seasonal work, plant shutdown, sickness or injury, dis¬ 
crimination and low bargaining power.'*' 
Rural poverty has been described by Harrington as "the poorest, 
lowest and meanest in the nation." The rural poor include employed tim¬ 
ber workers and reservation Indians. Migratory farm workers are among 
those rural workers having the most serious problems of income, health 
and education. "One-and-a half million rural farm families live on less 
than $350 a month; 2.3 million rural non-farm families exist at the same 
2 
income level." 
The minority poor—Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Spanish-speaking American, 
American Indians--are hired last, paid less and fired first. Nearly half 
the total Negro population in the United States--eight million are poor. 
They number one-fifth of the country's total poor. Typically, wage 
rates for non-whites are lower than for white workers, even when they 
work at the same jobs and have the same educational background. "Negro 
college graduates can expect to earn only as much as white workers who 
leave school after the eighth grade, white workers in their lifetime 
earn fifty percent more than Negroes and Puerto Rican youths and 
_ 
Ibid., p. 84. 
2 
Ibid., p. 84. 
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one-third more than Spanish-speaking Americans." Three fourths of Puer¬ 
to Rican youths never enter high school. Of the half million American 
Indians, among the hardest hit of this country's poverty stricken, 380, 
000 who live on or near reservations, subsist on average family incomes 
one-fourth to one-third of the national average.'*' 
Many of the aged poor have lived their lives in poverty and could 
not save enough throughout their working years to provide for independ¬ 
ence after retirement. Half of the six and eight-tenths million heads 
of families over age 65 live on less than $3,000 a year. Half of these 
people support their families on less than $1,000 a year. Although the 
majority of older people are covered by social security, nearly two- 
thirds of the poorest aged--those living alone on incomes of less than 
2 
$1,000 a year--are not covered by social security. 
The people who live on incomes of under $3,000 a year are not a 
homogenous group. They include the young and the old, disabled and able 
bodies, white and non-white, city and county dwellers. They include 
those who were born in poverty and those who skidded into poverty through 
unemployment, sickness, disability or advancing age. 
Along asphalt State roads and bare clay county lanes through Georgia, 
crumbling chimneys lean in the wind, rooted in the ashes of what were 
once homes for many of Georgia's poor. 
The owners have burned or torn down the shacks to shed the role of 
landlord and to rid themselves of the accompanying roles of protector or 
Ï 
Ibid ., p. 86. 
2 
Ibid ., p. 86. 
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villain. Due to increasing automation, the owners no longer need the 
laborers they once housed and no new houses are being built. 
As the shacks disappear, the families find others, in some cases 
"squatting" in forgotten hovels along field roads, long ago abandoned 
to stray dogs and rats. Others move in with relatives whose own shacks 
already are crowded. The most fortunate find similar shacks owned by 
landlords who still deem it profitable enough to rent to low-income 
tenants. 
These are the sanctuaries of Georgia's rural, "hard-core" poor. 
They are black and white; bent with age or lying in fly-swarmed cradles; 
breathing filth--soured air among the refuse of their lives or moving 
quietly about in rooms whose floors are often scrubbed and swept until 
the blanched boards shine; they are disabled by the ravages of hunger, 
cold and damp and are shackled by a lack of training to the low paying 
jobs in Georgia. They are hungry despite welfare assistance or mal¬ 
nourished despite a daily intake of boiled, bulky foods; and nearly all 
of them feel in the pits of their stomachs a gnawing that food cannot 
stop--the dull pain of hopelessness. 
In late 1965, as the antipoverty program was beginning to move 
along, these facts about Georgia's poverty were reported by Reese Cleg- 
horn . 
Of all Georgia's families, 36 percent had an annual in¬ 
come of less than $3,000; 23 percent less than $2,000 and 10 
percent less than $1,000. More than half of the state's rural 
families had an annual income below the national poverty line. 
Some 58 percent of the urban Negro families had incomes of 
less than $2,000 a year. 
And a fact obviously related to all this: More than 
half of Georgia's children were dropping out before com¬ 
pleting high school. Some 40 percent of our population 25 
6 
years old or older had less than an eighth grade education. 
The percentage of college-aged Georgians attending college 
was only half that of the nation as a whole.^ 
The above figures have changed during the past three years, but the fact 
still holds--Georgia remains a state of appallingly extensive poverty 
among whites as well as Negroes. 
The Problem.--The major problem in this study is what is the extent 
and distribution of poverty in the state of Georgia? More specifically, 
attempts will be made to find out whether the incidence of poverty is: 
a. more characteristic of a certain age group? 
b. more characteristic of a certain sex group? 
c. more characteristic of a certain racial group? 
d. more characteristic of a certain occupational group? 
e. more characteristic of a certain geographical location? 
In view of the absence of a comprehensive study on poverty in 
Georgia and the fact that several studies have been made of the social- 
psychological effects of poverty on the life-styles of the poor, the 
aforementioned demographic characteristics were used. 
Major Hypothesis.--Stemming from the general and specific questions, 




1. Georgians sixty-five years of age and older are in poverty 
- 
Reese Cleghorn, "Poverty, Legislators and Mr. Moynihan," Atlanta 
Constitution. January 20, 1969 . 
2 
The above sub-hypotheses are based on findings of other writers 
who have studied poverty in the United States. 
7 
to a greater extent than Georgians under sixty-five. 
2. Negro females who head households are in poverty to a 
greater extent than are Negro males or white males and 
females who head households. 
3. Negroes are in poverty to a greater extent than are whites. 
4. Using the occupational breakdown of the Census Bureau, the 
maximum concentration of poor people is found in the 
laborers' category. 
5. Families living in Southwest Georgia are in poverty to a 
greater extent than are families living elsewhere in 
Georgia. 
Conceptual Definitions of Relevant Terms.--Terms used in this study 
are defined as follows: 
Sex is the physical characteristic that distinguish male and female.^ 
Age is the length of time in years during which an individual has 
lived. 
Race is a biological subdivision^based upon similarity of ancestry 
and consequent physical kinship. 
Occupation is a form of activity in which an individual regularly 
engages for remuneration.^ 
Poverty is the state of being (relatively) poor; more specifically, 
a situation in which a given person's or family's plan of living, 
or a given group's level of living, seems to be below the standard 
of a normal living (less than $3,000 per year for a family of four) 
1 
Henry Pratt Fairchild, Dictionary of Sociology and Related Science 
(Tolowa, New Jersey: Littlefield, Adams and Company, 1966), p. 272. 
2 
Ibid., p. 6. 
3 
Ibid.. p. 245. 
4 
Ibid., p. 207. 
8 
of whatever community is used as basis of reference. 
Research Design.--The data for this study were collected in part at 
the National Urban League, Southern Regional Office, Atlanta, Georgia. 
The National Urban League, Southern Regional Office, serves the states in 
the South. The League is predominantly Negro and caters basically to 
the problems of Negroes in the South. However, there are other regional 
offices that cater to other states across the country. 
The National Urban League was used because of the wealth of ma¬ 
terial that organization possesses in its research department on poverty 
Also, the data used to answer questions raised by the statement of 
2 
the problem were taken from reports of the 1960 Census of Population. 
The 1960 Census of Population was used because of the authenticity of 
the Census Bureau. 
Other sources of data used were Georgia Vital and Morbidity Sta¬ 
tistics --1965 (infant deaths, number and rate per 1,000 live births, by 
race, sex and age), Infant. Fetal and Maternal Mortality. United States. 
1963--Vital and Health Statistics (maternal mortality rates by color, 
per 100,000 live births), Georgia Statistical Abstract. 1966. Vital 
statistics and agency reports (publications) were used to update find¬ 
ings as far as possible. 
The above sources of data were used because of their authenticity. 
In handling the data, six variables were introduced--sex, race, 
1 
Ibid., p. 227. 
2 
Volume I, Characteristics of the Population. Part 12, Georgia U. S 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 
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education, geographical location, age and occupation. By a detailed study 
of these variables, a great deal was learned about the correspondence 
between the conceptual meanings of the variables in regards to poverty 
and the patterning of empirical facts. 
The statistical technique used was one of simple percentages. 
Tables were used to a great extent. Raw data were transformed into per¬ 
centages in order to facilitate clarity. In every case, where possible, 
attempts were made to show the relationship between sex, race and age 
to poverty so as to present a clear picture. 
The analysis was based on data for the State taken from the 1960 
Census and updated by more current sources. The data were grouped in 
order to facilitate the comparisons needed. 
The occupational categories'*' used are as follows: 
Professional, Technical and Kindred Workers 
Farmers and Farm Managers 
Managers, Officials and Proprietors (Excluding Farm) 
Sales Workers 
Clerical and Kindred Workers 
Craftsmen 
Foremen and Kindred Workers 
Operatives and Kindred Workers 
Service Workers (Except Private Household Workers) 
Farm Foremen 
Laborers 
Occupations not reported 
o 
The age categories are: 
Under 15 years 
15 to 24 years 
25 to 64 years 
65 years and over 
1 
The same occupational breakdown used in the 1960 Census Report is 
used in this study. 
2 
The age categories were taken from the 1960 Census Report. 
10 





Since Negroes and whites constitute almost all of the population of 
Georgia, only these two racial categories will be used. 
The study is exploratory-descriptive in nature. It serves the pur¬ 
pose of increasing the investigator's familiarity with the phenomenon 
of poverty and provides the basis for a subsequent, more highly struc¬ 
tured study in this field. 
The method of study was the examination of existing records. In 
this circumstance, exploratory research is necessary to obtain the ex¬ 
perience that will be helpful in formulating relevant hypotheses for 
more definitive investigation.'*' 
Limitation of the Study.--In selecting Georgia to be studied, it 
was realized that a single state is not representative of the country, 
hence, generalizations about poverty are limited to Georgia. 
There was a limited number of variables used in the study, namely 
age, sex, education, occupation, location and race. There are many more 
that could have been used but for practical purposes were not included. 
Theoretical Orientation.--This study is in the area of poverty. It 
uses "relative deprivation" and the concept of "reference groups" as its 
theoretical orientation. 
The related notions of relative deprivation and reference group 
both derive from a familiar truism: that people's attitudes, aspirations 
- 
Claire Sellitz et al. Research Methods in Social Relations (New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1959), p. 52. 
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and grievances largely depend on the frame of reference within which 
they are conceived. A person's satisfactions, even at the most trivial 
level, are conditioned by his expectations. The frame of reference can 
work in either of two ways. "On the one hand, a man who has been led 
to expect a promotion in his job will be more aggrieved if he fails to 
.*» * 
achieve it than a man whose ambitions have not been similarly heightened." 
On the other hand, "a man taken to a hospital after some minor mishap 
will feel a good deal less sorry for himself if he is put in a bed next 
to the victim of a serious accident who has been permanently maimed."^ 
The same applies at the level of classes or even nations. 
On a national level, the concept relative deprivation applied when 
one makes a comparison between the so-called "underdeveloped" countries 
and the "developed" countries. 
One cannot, of course, divide the world quite so neatly into the 
categories of developed countries, on the one hand, and underdeveloped 
countries, on the other. In reality, there is a whole spectrum of de¬ 
grees of development depending on when a country embarked on the path 
of modern growth and on the progress it has achieved. From the point of 
view of the United States, the Soviet Union is still, in most respects, 
an underdeveloped nation (relatively deprived of many of the material 
goods the United States is blessed with). Much the same can be said of 
Europe, in general. For that matter, if one is thinking in terms of 
growth potentialities, the United States with its continuing favorable 
prospects, is itself an '•underdeveloped" or relatively deprived country. 
- 
W. G. Runciman, Relative Deprivation and Social Justice (Berkeley 
and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1966), p. 9. 
12 
Even when one's attention is limited to the definitely poorer countries 
of the world, one still finds a great variety of conditions. Some are 
much poorer than others. Some are growing; some are not. In a country 
like India, there is a civilization which is, in many respects, older 
than that of the West; in this sense, the west is underdeveloped or de¬ 
prived of this cultural heritage. By contrast, in certain regions of 
Africa and Oceania, one finds a tribal organization of the most prim¬ 
itive kind. 
In other words, poverty means one thing to an American wage-earner; 
it means quite a different thing to the beggar in the streets of Cal¬ 
cutta. How can one measure in quantitative terms the degree of poverty 
existing in the underdeveloped countries? Accurate statistics are sel¬ 
dom available; many of the relevant items are all but impossible to in¬ 
clude; the differences in the kinds and relative quantities of goods 
produced (and consumed) in a poor country as opposed to a more advanced 
country make international comparisons difficult."'*' One student of the 
problem believes that "perhaps the most satisfactory method of defining 
poverty is to discuss the question simply in terms of per capita income— 
o 
the average income available to citizens in the various countries." 
Another comments that "per capita income figures for underdeveloped 
countries are only informed estimates, (but) nevertheless, income figures 
1 
Richard T. Gill, Economic Development: Past and Present (Engle¬ 
wood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963), pp. 79-81. 
2 
Barbara Ward, The Rich Nations and Poor Nations (New York: W. W. 
Norton and Company, 1962), pp. 37-38. 
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do provide a useful and, within limits, a reliable way of measuring a 
country's state of development." In a few of the underdeveloped coun¬ 
tries and territories with which the United Nations is concerned, the 
average annual per capita income is as high as $700. "In four-fifths 
of the underdeveloped countries, annual per capita income is well below 
$3,000 and in half of these countries the average is less than $100 per 
person per year."'*’ These figures contrast with a per capita income of 
o 
more than $2,500 in the United States." If you fix the level of wealth 
of "wealthy" communities at a per capita income of about $500 a year, 
3 
then 80 percent of mankind is relatively deprived. 
In Georgia, the concept relative deprivation applies when one makes 
a comparison between the poorer counties and the richer counties of the 
state. 
In 1959, the per capita income for counties in Georgia ranged from 
$424 per year to $3,541 per year. If one should fix the level of wealth 
of wealthy counties at a per capita income of about $1,000 per year, 
then over half of the counties in Georgia are relatively deprived. On 
the other hand, if one should fix the level of wealth at $2,500 (per 
capita income for the United States) per year, then, 99 percent of all 
counties in Georgia are relatively deprived. 
- 
Paul G. Hoffman, World Without Want (New York: Harper and Row, 
1962) , pp. 36-37. 
2 
Robert L. Heilbroner, The Great Ascent (New York: Harper & Row, 
1963) , p. 883. 
3 
Ward, op. cit.. p. 38. 
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To view relative deprivation in another sense, one may say, if 
people have no reason to expect or hope for more than they can achieve, 
they will be less discontented with what they have, or even grateful 
simply to be able to hold on to it. But if, on the other hand, they 
have been led to see as a possible goal the relative prosperity of some 
more fortunate community, they will remain discontented with their lot 
until they have succeeded in catching up. It is this natural reaction 
which underlies the so-called "revolution of rising expectations." The 
usefulness of the terms "relative deprivation" and "reference group" is 
that they can help both to describe and to explain when and how these 
familiar psychological effects occur. 
The term relative deprivation was originally coined by the authors 
of The American Soldier, the large-scale social-psychological study of 
the American army which was carried out during the Second World War. 
The authors of The American Soldier do not give any rigorous definition 
of relative deprivation, but its general sense is immediately apparent. 
If A, who does not have something but wants it, compares 
himself to B, who does have it, then A is 'relatively deprived' 
with reference to B. Similarly, if A's expectations are higher 
than B's or if he was better off than B in the past, he may 
when similarly placed to B feel relatively deprived by compar¬ 
ison with him. A strict definition is difficult. But we can 
roughly say that A is relatively deprived of X when (i) he does 
not have X, (ii) he sees some other person or persons, which 
may include himself at some previous or expected time, as 
having X (whether or not this is or will be in fact the case), 
(iii) he wants X, and (iv) he sees it as feasible that he 
should have X. Possession of X may, of course, mean avoidance 
of or exemption from Y.^ 
1 
Samuel A. Stouffer et al. The American Soldier, ie. Adjustment 
During Army Life (Princeton, 1949), p. 125. 
2 
Runciman, op. cit.. p. 10. 
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Relative deprivation may vary in magnitude, frequency or degree. The 
magnitude of a relative deprivation is the extent of the difference be¬ 
tween the desired situation and that of the person desiring it (as he 
sees it). The frequency of a relative deprivation is the proportion of 
a group who feel it. The degree of relative deprivation is the inten¬ 
sity with which it is felt. It is obvious that the three need not co¬ 
incide. The proportion of a group feeling relatively deprived may be 
quite independent of either the magnitude or the intensity of the rel¬ 
ative deprivation, and relative deprivation may be just as keenly felt 
when its magnitude is small as when it is large. Relative deprivation 
should always be understood to mean a sense of deprivation; a person who 
is deprived relatively needs not be deprived objectively in the more 
usual sense that he is demonstrably lacking something. "In addition, 
relative deprivation means that the sense of deprivation is such as to 
involve a comparison with the imagined situation of some other person 
or group." This other person or group is the "reference group," or more 
accurately the "comparative reference group."'*' 
2 
Term reference group was first coined by Herbert Hyman in 1942, 
but the idea behind it can be traced a good deal further back in the 
literature of symbolic interaction. Like the idea behind relative dep¬ 
rivation, it is simple enough but to make it more precise, it is neces¬ 
sary to deal with a number of difficulties. Quite apart from its 
1 
Ibid., p. 11. 
2 
H. H. Hyman, "The Psychology of Status," Archives of Psychology. 
No. 269 (New York, 1942). 
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different possible senses, the reference group does not have to be a 
group at all; it may be a single person or even an abstract idea. This 
initial disadvantage of the term was recognized by Hyman.* But the use 
of it is now so well established that it does not seem worthwhile to try 
to replace it with a more general term. It is poverty with which this 
study is mainly concerned; but it is important to emphasize that this, 
by no means, exhausts the scope of reference group behaviour. 
Review of Literature.--The review of literature serves the purpose 
of relating to the present study other works that have been written in 
the field of Poverty. It must be pointed out that the review of lit¬ 
erature addresses itself to a general discussion of poverty in the 
United States; whereas the present study concentrates on poverty in the 
state of Georgia. The literature review is general in nature due to the 
fact that there is almost a total absence of studies on poverty in 
Georgia. 
The review is characterized by three topics—Economics of Poverty, 
Sociology of Poverty and Psychology of Poverty. The literature review 
was so characterized in order to facilitate an understanding of its sig¬ 
nificance to the present study. 
Under the topic Economics of Poverty, the Council of Economic Ad¬ 
visers reveals that in 1962, nine million families out of forty-seven 
million families in the United States had incomes under $3,000 per year. 
Herman Miller states that millions of families in the United States try 
to live on less than $40 a week. Oscar Ornati discusses the minimum 
subsistence; the minimum adequate subsistence, and the minimum comfort 
1Ibid., p. 53. 
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subsistence of families in the United States in 1960. David Caplovitz 
documents the fact that the poor pay more for goods of poorer quality 
than do any other group of people in the city. 
The Economics of Poverty'*' has proven to be a valuable book. The 
Council of Economic Advisers states that in 1962, 47 million families 
were in the United States. Fully 9.3 million or one-fifth of these 
families—comprising more than 30 million persons--had total money in¬ 
come below $3,000. Over 11 million of these family members were chil- 
dren--one-sixth of the youth in the country. More than 1.1 million 
families are now raising four or more children on incomes under $3,000. 
More than 5 percent of families, containing more than 18 million persons, 
2 
had total incomes below $2,000. 
This is not the only group that suffers from poverty. Serious 
poverty also exists among persons living alone or who live in non-family 
units such as boarding houses. In 1962, 45 percent of such "unrelated 
individuals" (5 million persons) had incomes below $1,500 and 29 percent 
(or more than 3 million persons) had incomes below $1,000. "...Thus by 
the measures used here, 33-35 million Americans were living at or below 
3 
the boundaries of poverty in 1962--nearly one-fifth of our nation." 
The Council further states: 
a. One-fifth of our families and nearly one-fifth of our total 
Ï 
The Economics of Poverty, ed. Burton A. Weisbred (Englewood Cliff, 
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1965). 
2 
Ibid ., p . 2. 
3 
Ibid., p. 3. 
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population are poor. 
b. Of the poor, 22 percent are non-white; and nearly one half 
of all non-whites live in poverty. 
c. The heads of over 60 percent of all poor families have 
only grade school education. 
d. One-third of all poor families are headed by persons over 
65 years of age, and almost half of all families headed 
by such persons are poor. 
e. Of the poor, 54 percent live in cities, 16 percent on 
farms, 30 percent as rural non-farm residents. 
f. Over 40 percent of all farm families are poor. More than 
80 percent of non-white farmers live in poverty. 
This study is relevant to the present study because it deals with 
poverty from a family point of view. It differs in that it does not 
speak to the problem of unrelated individuals. 
In Rich Man. Poor Man*' Miller states that the American people re¬ 
ceived one-third of a trillion dollars in cash income in 1959. "That 
is a lot of money: t©o much for anyone to imagine comfortably. But this 
2 
sum had to be shared by forty-eight million families and individuals." 
If every person got an equal share, it would only be $5,700. "There is 
a number with some meaning! And, to many it will seem surprisingly 
low."3 
However, at the time of the last census, there were 13 million un¬ 
related individuals in the United States. "They are often overlooked in 
1 
Herman P. Miller, Rich Man. Poor Man (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell 
Corp.), 1964. 
2 
Ibid., p. 2. 
3 
Ibid., p. 3. 
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the figures because their number is so small relative to the 165 million 
people who live in families." 
It is difficult to go along with Miller's point that unrelated in¬ 
dividuals in the United States are often overlooked due to the fact that 
"their number is so small relative to the 165 million people who live 
in families." It seems that a more valid reason for the lack of atten¬ 
tion shown the unrelated individuals may be found in America's puritan¬ 
ical virtue that holds the family to be supreme over the individual. 
Therefore, the United States' tax laws are structured so as to give the 
married couple a break; or one's chances of becoming president of the 
United States are increased greatly if he is married. 
Together, the young (under age 25) and the old (over 65) constitute 
more than two-fifths of all unrelated individuals. Many in the group 
called unrelated individuals are widows and widowers who spent most of 
their lives as family members. Their incomes are low by all standards-- 
half received less than $1,000 in the prosperous year of 1959.^ 
Miller states that "millions of families in the United States still 
try to get by on less than $40.00 a week." There were six million such 
families in 1959. They represented 13 percent of all families but they 
received only 2 percent of the income. 
This study is relevant to the present study because it gives us in¬ 
sight into those individuals who are poor but are not a part of a family. 
It differs in that it does not address itself to family poverty. 
O 
Oscar Ornati's Poverty Amid Affluence notes that: 
Ibid., p. 3. 
o 
Oscar A. Ornati, Poverty Amid Affluence (New York: Twentieth Cen¬ 
tury Fund, 1966). 
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...contemporary practice in public and private agencies 
points to three clusters of dollars equivalents for National 
minimum needs. Minimum subsistence--$2,662 per year for a 
family of four in 1960 (to use the exact figure calculated 
in our poverty bond); Minimum adequacy--$4,348; and minimum 
comfort--$5,609. From such differences in judgment stem the 
many recent and varied estimates of poor in the United 
States. 
In 1960, almost 20 million persons lived in conditions at least as bad 
as those described by the reference to the "Minimum subsistence" budgets; 
46 million lived under conditions below those described in terms of the 
"Minimum adequacy" budgets; and 71 million lived at a standard described 
as being less than that of 'Minimum Comfort." Of all households (con¬ 
sumer units) in the United States, by this count, 11 percent fell below 
the "subsistence" budget standard in 1960, 26 percent below the "adequa- 
2 
cy" standard and 40 percent below the "comfort" standard. 
This study is relevant to the present study because it deals with 
the monetary requirement for a "Minimum Adequacy" budget.. It differs 
in that it does not address itself to the social, psychological aspects 
of poverty. 
3 
Thomas Gladwin writes in Poverty U.S.A.: 
Being poor has a large number of secondary consequences 
such as powerlessness, inadequate access to resources, lack 
of education and a poor diet. However, these follow and are 
derived from a primary condition of just being poor. Being 
poor, at least in the United States, consists in a lack of 
1 
Ibid., p. 28. 
2 
Ibid., p. 32. 
3 
Thomas Gladwin, Poverty U. S. A. (Boston: Little, Brown and Com¬ 
pany, 1967) . 
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sufficient money to function effectively in the economic 
system through which everyone is forced to seek the neces¬ 
sities of life. 
In his revealing book, The Poor Pav More. David Capolvitz has doc¬ 
umented the fact that the poor pay more for goods of poorer quality than 
do any other group of people in the city.*" They are the victims, in the 
first place, of an inability to be sufficiently mobile within the com¬ 
munity to do comparison shopping. More to the point, they have only 
little cash on hand, and their credit is non-existent in most stores of 
the community. 
The topic, Sociology of Poverty, includes Miller's statement that 
poverty is not just a Negro problem, a rural problem, a southern problem 
or an unemployment problem. Miller believes that it is all of the above 
and many more. Orshansky states that in 1964, one in seven of all 
families of two or more had incomes too low in 1963 to enable them to 
eat even the minimal diet that could be expected to provide adequate nu¬ 
trition and still have enough left over to pay for all other living 
essentials. James B. McKee talks about the "New" poor and how they dif¬ 
fer from the old poor. 
2 
In Poverty as a Public Issue, Herman P. Miller elaborates on the 
conditions under which the urban poor must live. According to Miller, 
poverty is not just a Negro problem, a rural problem, a southern problem 
or an unemployment problem. "It is all these and more." Mr. Miller be¬ 
lieves that unemployment is an important cause of poverty. 
- 
David Caplovitz, The Poor Pay More (New York: Free Press, 1963). 
2 
Poverty as a Public Issue, ed. Ben B. Seligpian (The Free Press, 
New York, 1965). 
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Thirty-one percent of the poor are aged and 17 percent represent 
broken families; their poverty has little to do with unemployment. To¬ 
gether, these two groups account for nearly half the poor.^ 
Miller further points out: 
Negroes account for about one-fifth of the poor. Many 
associated Negro poverty with urban slums in large northern 
cities. But observe that three-fourths of the poor Negro 
families live in the south, and only half of these reside 
in urban areas. 
About two-fifths of the northern families with low in¬ 
comes are headed by a person over sixty-five years of age. 
Among southern whites poverty is more closely associated 
with rural slums. About three-fifths of the poor families 
in this region reside in rural areas.^ 
Mr. Miller states that it is important to know the degree to which 
poverty is suffered by the aged, Negroes and the young. 
The magnitude of poverty and the characteristics of the 
poor depend to a large extent on the location of the poverty 
line. Rural families, the aged, and parents without part¬ 
ners will be predominant among the poor if a low poverty line 
is used. Rural families have lower incomes than city workers 
even when income 'in kind1 is taken into account; but their 
'needs' are also less and they pay less for what they buy. 
These factors are often not taken into account in national 
studies. Broken and aged families are clustered near the 
bottom of the income-distribution scale because they depend 
largely on transfer payments which are low relative to earn¬ 
ings . As the poverty line is moved closer to the middle of 
the distribution scale, there is a greater tendency to in¬ 
clude husband-wife families headed by under-employment or un¬ 
skilled -workers . It is this fact which primarily accounts 
for the increase in the aged among the poor from 20 percent 
in 1947 to 34 percent in 1962 and for the increase in the 
number of families with female heads from 16 percent to 25 
percent. In 1947, an income of $3,000 (in 1962 purchasing 
power) represented the third percentile whereas in 1962 the 
1 
Ibid ., p . 29. 
2 
Ibid .. pp. 29-30. 
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same income represented the twentieth percentile. Since the 
poverty line in 1947 was much closer to the middle of the 
distribution scale, the aged and the broken families repre¬ 
sented far smaller fractions of the poor. It is significant 
that, if poverty is defined as the lowest fifth of the dis¬ 
tribution, the characteristics of^the poor have not changed 
at all during the past 15 years. 
Mollie Orshansky states in an article entitled "Consumption, Work, 
2 
and Poverty" that in 1964 one in seven of all families of two or more 
and half of all persons living alone or with non-relatives had incomes 
too low in 1963 to enable them to eat even the minimal diet that could 
be expected to provide adequate nutrition and still have enough left 
over to pay for all other living essentials. 
Such a judgment is predicated on the assumption that, 
at current prices and current standards, an average family 
of four can achieve an adequate diet on about 70 cents a 
day per person for all food, and an additional $1.40 for 
all other items--from housing and medical care to clothing 
and carfare. For those dependent on a regular paycheck, 
such a budget would mean, for the family of four, total 
family earning of $60.00 a week. 
By almost any realistic definition, individuals and 
families with such income-who include more than a fifth of 
all our children must be counted among our undoubted poor. 
A somewhat less conservative, but by no means generous 
standard, calling for about $.90 a day for food per person 
and a total weekly income of $77.00, would add 8.8 million 
adults and 6.8 million children to the roster. There is 
thus a total of 50 million persons—of whom 22 million are 
young children--who live within the bleak circle of poverty 
or at least hover around its edge. In these terms though 
progress has been made, there are still from a fifth to a 
fourth of our citizens whose situation reminds us that all 
is not yet well in America.^ 
1 
Ibid., pp. 33-34. 
2 
Mollie Orshansky, "Consumption, Work, and Poverty," Poverty as a 
Public Issue, ed., Ben B. Seligman (New York: The Free Press, 1965). 
^Ibid ., pp . 54-55. 
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1 
James B. McKee, in Introduction to Sociology speaks of a "new" 
poor. "To speak of 'new' poor is not to imply that these people were 
not poor before, or that all those who were poor in the past have es- 
o 
caped into affluence." Instead, it is only to suggest that the desig¬ 
nation of poverty today fits a constellation of people quite different 
from those so designated for the first half of this century. 
McKee states that "The 'new' poor are trapped in a structure of 
poverty that confronts them at several different points. A small supply 
of income is only one factor; there is a pattern of built-in disadvan¬ 
tages of jobs, housing, schooling, and consumption that serve to rein- 
3 
force the inhibiting incapacities that beset the poor." 
The poor live in slums, whether urban or rural. As a 
community and neighborhood, slums create several disadvan¬ 
tages: (1) the housing is poor and deteriorating; (2) the 
social environment is bleak and unrewarding, yet confining 
and limiting for both children and adults; (3) less is of¬ 
fered in the way of recreational and educational services; 
(4) the area is threateningly high in physical disease and 
conditions injurious to health; and (5) as a ghetto of the 
poor, it renders them conveniently less visible to the 
more affluent. The poor, it seems inhabit a social environ¬ 
ment that offers little that is positive or rewarding and 
much that is debilitating and destructive. In particular, 
the large urban slums are frequently so expensive a physical 
area that children and even many adults may have little op¬ 
portunity to get beyond its environs for any other kind of 
social experience.^ 
1 
James B. McKee, Introduction to Sociology (Atlanta: Holt, Rine¬ 
hart and Winston, Inc., 1969). 
2 
Ibid., p. 330. 
3 
Ibid., pp. 331-32 
4 
Ibid., p. 332. 
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Housing is one of the major expenses of life that provides partic¬ 
ularly difficult problems for the poor. Slums by definitions are areas 
of inadequate housing. The United States Census records state that 
substandard housing still exists in substantial amounts in American 
cities. Places like Harlem and comparable Negro ghettos are large areas 
of deteriorated and still deteriorating housing. The poor either accept 
the inadequate housing, or else they pay more for housing than anyone 
else, as much as a third of their income. To do so, they sacrifice 
clothing, medicine or other important consumer items. "The end result 
is the same: the development of a complex web that makes it increasing¬ 
ly harder for the poor to leave not only the slums, but the complex net 
of poverty in which they are caught."^ 
In the case of housing and consumer goods, the poor pay more for 
less, but in the case of schooling, "the poor must simply accept the 
quality of schooling that the community makes available to their chil- 
2 
dren." And the poor get inferior schooling. This is strongly denied 
by public school authorities, but a sociologist specializing in the rela¬ 
tion of education to social class, Patricia Cayo Sexton, has documented 
the class inequities of urban public schooling in her book, Education 
and Income.~> 
The above studies are relevant to the present study because they 
1 
Daniel Wilmer et al. The Housing Environment and Family Life 
(Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1962), pp. 20-23. 
2 
McKee, op . cit.. p. 333. 
3 
Patricia Cayo Sexton, Education and Income (New York: Viking, 1961). 
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concentrate on the poor being trapped in the ghetto. They attempt to 
explain that poor housing, poor health, poor education and a lack of 
mobility force the poor to remain poor, and that until these conditions 
are dealt with, little gains can be made in the country's efforts to 
combat poverty. They differ in that they do not address themselves to 
the economics of poverty. 
Under the topic Psychology of Poverty. Lewis gives his views on the 
culture of poverty concept. According to Lewis, the culture of poverty 
is both an adaptation and a reaction of the poor to their marginal posi¬ 
tion in a class-stratified, highly individualized, capitalistic society. 
It represents an effort to cope with feelings of hopelessness and des¬ 
pair which develop from the realization of the improbability of achieving 
success in terms of the values and goals of the larger society. Hollings- 
head and Redlick found three times as many persons in the poorest group 
in New Haven, Connecticut, had psychiatric illnesses than did persons 
in the upper income groups. Yet, three times as much money had been 
spent on the mentally ill at the top of the income ladder than on those 
of the bottom rung. 
Oscar Lewis, in LaVida,^ states that the poor live in a "culture 
of poverty." This culture of poverty can come into being in a variety 
of ways. However, it tends to grow and flourish in societies with the 
following set of conditions: (1) a cash economy, wage labor and produc¬ 
tion for profit; (2) a persistently high rate of unemployment and under¬ 
employment for un skilled labor; and (3) low wages. 
- 
Oscar Lewis, LaVida: A Puerto Rican Family in the Culture of Pov¬ 
erty; San Juan and New York (New York: Random House, 1965) . 
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The failure to provide social, political and economic 
organization, either on a voluntary basis or by government 
imposition, for the low-income population; and the exist¬ 
ence of a set of values in the dominant class which stresses 
the accumulation of wealth and property, the possibility of 
upward mobility and thrift, and explains low-economic status 
as the results of personal inadequacy of inferiority are also 
factors that help bring about the culture of poverty. 
The culture of poverty is both an adaptation and a reaction of the 
poor to their marginal position in a class-stratified, highly individual¬ 
ized, capitalistic society. It represents an effort to cope with feel¬ 
ings of hopelessness and despair which develop from the realization of 
the improbability of achieving success in terms of the values and goals 
of the larger society. Many of the traits of the culture of poverty can 
be viewed as attempts at local solutions for problems not met by existing 
institutions and agencies because the people are not eligible for them, 
cannot afford them or are ignorant or suspicious of them. "The poor are 
unable to obtain credit from banks, they are thrown upon their own re- 
2 
sources and organize informal credit devices without interest." 
Expanding Lewis' culture of poverty theory, Harrington states that 
the poor are caught in a vicious circle: 
The poor get sick more than anyone else in the society. 
That is because they live in slums, jammed together under 
unhygenic conditions; they have inadequate diets, and cannot 
get decent medical care. When they become sick, they are 
sick longer than any other group in the society. Because 
they are sick more often and longer than anyone else, they 
lose wages and work, and find it difficult to hold a steady 
job. And because of this, they cannot pay for doctors. At 
any given point in the circle, particularly when there is a 
1 
Ibid., p. XLIII. 
2 
Ibid., p. XLVII• 
28 
major illness, their prospect is to move to an even lower 
level and to begin the cycle, round and round, toward even 
more suffering.! 
The poor cannot usually break out of the vicious circle of poverty. 
Only the larger society, with its help and resources, can really make 
it possible for the poor to help themselves. 
Recent studies have shown that mental illness is often a product of 
the stresses and strains of poverty. Robert E. Clark found in 1949 that 
unskilled and semi-skilled workers were six times more likely to be hos- 
2 
pitalized by psychoses than professional or managerial personnel. 
In Social Class and Mental Illness. Hollingshead and Redlich found 
three times as many persons in the poorest group in New Haven, Connect¬ 
icut, had psychiatric illnesses than did persons in upper income groups. 
Yet, three times as much money had been spent on the mentally ill at the 
3 
top of the income ladder than on those of the bottom rung. 
Overcrowded and inefficient public clinics, vast and impersonal 
city hospitals, understaffed and overpopulated mental institutions--all 
of these compound the suffering of the low-income ill. Having the bread¬ 
winner become sick or disabled is a tragedy in any family, but for the 
poor, unprotected by savings and medical insurance, it may be a disaster. 
The above studies are relevant to the present study because of 
1 
Harrington, op. cit.. p. 8. 
2 
Robert E. Clark, "Psychoses, Income and Occupational Prestige," 
American Journal of Sociology. LIV (March, 1949), 433-40. 
3 
August B. Hollingshead and Frederick C. Redlich, Social Class and 
Mental Illness: A Community Study (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 
1958). 
29 
their descriptive method in outlining the fact that more and better psy 
chiatric help is needed for the poor. They differ in that the psychiat 
ric aspect of poverty is the only area they address themselves. 
CHAPTER II 
POVERTY AS IT RELATES TO AGE, SEX AND RACE 
In this chapter, an analysis of the data to determine the extent to 
which age, sex and race contribute to the incidence of poverty will be 
given. The 1960 Census Report listed Georgia as having 3,942,936 in¬ 
habitants. Table 1 shows the general distribution of the population by 
male and female, white and non-white. 
TABLE 1 
GENERAL POPULATION STATISTICS 












Male 1,925,957 49 1,392,040 35 533,917 13 
Female 2,016,979 51 1,425,998 36 590,981 16 
Total 3,942,936 100 2,818,038 71 1,124,898 29 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Population. 1960 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office), 
Vol. 1 Part 12, State of Georgia. 
Of the 3,942,936 residents, fifty-one percent are females and 49 
percent are males. Whites comprise 71 percent of the total population 
and non-whites 29 percent. 
When the population is viewed by race, one observes in (Table 1) 
that 36 percent of Georgians are white females, 35 percent white males, 
16 percent non-white females and 13 percent non-white males. 
30 
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There exists better than a 2 to 1 ratio of white females to non¬ 
white females and close to a 3 to 1 ratio of white males to non-white 
males. 
There were 1,179,588 families and unrelated individuals in the 
State in 1960. Table 2 shows that 44 percent reported an income of less 
than $3,000 for the previous year, 30 percent reported an income between 
$3,000-$5,999 and 26 percent reported an income of $6,000 or more. 
TABLE 2 
TOTAL MONEY INCOME AS REPORTED IN 















Under $3,000 520,757 44 186,386 26 151,734 68 
$3,000 to $5,999 355,385 30 261,274 36 56,613 25 
$6,000 and over 303,446 26 277,640 38 15,761 7 
Total 1,179,588 100 725,300 100 224,108 100 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Population. 1960 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office), 
Vol. 1 Part 12, State of Georgia. 
In 1960, twenty-six percent of the white families in Georgia re¬ 
ported an income of less than $3,000, thirty-six percent reported an in¬ 
come between $3,000-$5,999 and 38 percent reported an income of $6,000 
or more. Incomes for non-white families were highly skewed. Sixty-eight 
percent of the non-white families reported an income of less than $3,000, 
twenty-five percent between $3,000-$5,999 and 7 percent reported an 
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income of $6,000 or more. In other words, for every white family re¬ 
porting an income of less than $3,000, three black families were sim¬ 
ilarly situated. 
From the data collected, it is evident that the major hypothesis 
was supported. That is, "Nearly half the families in Georgia live in 
Poverty 
The under $3,000 category was used to determine the extent to which 
families in Georgia are impoverished. On the other hand, the $6,000 and 
over category represents Georgians who are "well off." Hence the $3,000- 
$5,000 category represents those families who are not poor but who are 
hovering around the poverty border. That is to say, given the fact that 
the $6,000 and over category represents well off, 36 percent of the 
white families and 25 percent of the non-white families are relatively 
deprived. When the impoverished families and the relatively deprived 
families are combined, 62 percent of the whites are not in the well off 
category and 93 percent of non-whites are not well off. 
Age.--The age categories ranged from under 15 years to 65 years of 
age and over. As indicated in Table 3, thirty-four percent of all 
Georgians are under 15 years of age, 15 percent are between the ages 
15 to 24, forty-four percent are in the 25 to 64 category and 7 percent 
are 65 years old or older. 
Table 3 further indicates that non-whites are younger than whites 
in the state of Georgia. Thirty-one percent of the white population 
falls into the under 15 years category, 15 percent between 15 to 24 
years, 46 percent between 25 to 64 and 8 percent are 65 years old or 
older. When this is compared to the non-white category, one finds, 
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TABLE 3 
AGE CHARACTERISTICS OF TOTAL POPULATION 








Under 15 years: 1,323,332 34 877,273 31 446,059 40 
15 to 24 years: 604,759 15 429,470 15 175,789 15 
25 to 64 years: 1,727,633 44 1,299,865 46 427,768 38 
65 years and over: 287,212 7 211,430 8 75,782 7 
Total 3,942,936 100 2,818,038 100 1,124,898 100 
Median Age:a 25.9 27.7 20.9 
Median age given in the Census Report. 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Population, 1960 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office) 
Vol. 1 Part 12, State of Georgia 
forty percent of all non-whites are under 15 years of age, 15 percent 
between the ages 15 to 24 years, 38 percent between the ages 25 to 64 
and 7 percent are 65 years old or older. 
The median age for all Georgians is 25.9. For whites, the median 
age is 27.7 and 20.9 for non-whites. 
Table 4 gives a breakdown of income for the different age categories 
Sixty-five percent of all Georgians 14 years of age and older reported 
an income of less than $3,000, twenty-four percent reported an income 




INCOME IN 1959 OF PERSONS 14 YEARS OLD AND 
OLDER IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA 
$3,000 $6,000 
Under to Per- and Per 
Age Total $3.000 cent $5.999 cent over cent 
14 yrs . & over: 1,932,414 1,271,332 65 472,252 24 188,827 11 
14 to 24 yrs: 378,463 314,662 84 57,662 14 6,139 2 
25 to 64 yrs: 1,305,701 735,019 60 397,246 24 173,436 16 
65 yrs . 6c over: 248,250 221,654 89 17,344 7 9,259 4 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Population, 1960 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office), 
Vol. 1 Part 12, State of Georgia. 
The first sub-hypothesis states, "Georgians sixty-five years of age 
and older are in poverty to a greater extent than are Georgians under 
sixty-five." As Table 4 indicates, 89 percent of all Georgians sixty- 
five and older are victims of poverty. Following very closely is the 
age category 14 to 24, with 84 percent being victimized by poverty and 
60 percent of Georgians between the ages 25 to 64 are victims of poverty. 
Looking at the $3,000-$5,999 income bracket, the reverse of the 
under $3,000 holds true. This income bracket shows only 7 percent of 
all Georgians sixty-five years of age and older with an income between 
$3,000-$5,999. The age category 14 to 24 shows 14 percent as having an 
income between $3,000-$5,999, and the age category 25 to 64 shows 24 
percent of Georgians as having an income between $3,000-$5,999. When 
the income reaches $6,000 or more per year, the age category 14 to 24 
shows a lower percentage (2 percent) of Georgians as having an income 
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of $6,000 or more. Four percent of Georgians sixty-five and older re¬ 
ported an income of $6,000 or more and 16 percent of Georgians between 
the ages 25 to 64 reported an income of $6,000 or more. 
The low percentage of Georgians in the 14 to 24 age category, with 
an income of $6,000 or more, may be explained when one considers the 
fact that these individuals are of school age; hence many only work 
part-time and those who work full-time are often without experience. 
The percentage of Georgians sixty-five and over in poverty may be 
explained in part because the aged poor often have only two sources of 
income besides their earnings or savings. One is contributions by rel¬ 
atives and the other is social security. One cannot say what the total 
contributions by relatives was, but the social security benefits in 1959 
averaged $18.00 a week. Even this modest sum is more than many other 
aged poor received, since payments are proportionate to earnings and the 
poor, of course, earned less than the rest. 
The whole problem of poverty and the aged is compounded because 
Americans are living longer. And inadequate retirement benefits and the 
inability of many people to work past sixty-five, forced many aged per¬ 
sons into the poverty category. 
The worst part of being old and poor in this country is the loneli¬ 
ness. In this sense, the figure, 89 percent, as observed in Table 4, is 
not a realistic measure for the aged poor in Georgia. For poverty must 
be explained not only by economic standards but by the psychological 
perception of the poor's conditions by the poor. 
That is to say, if the aged poor in Georgia look upon Georgians who 
reported $6,000 or more as being well off, a considerably larger number 
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of Georgians are poor or at least relatively deprived. The aged between 
$3,000-$5,999 are, therefore, victims of relative deprivation. Relative 
deprivation, as used here, means a sense of deprivation; Georgians who 
are deprived relatively may not be deprived objectively but if they per¬ 
ceived themselves as being deprived in the objective sense, then, they 
are because they believe they are. 
Sex.--The residents were categorized into male and females, white 
and non-white in order to show the relationship between sex and poverty. 
The income categories used to show the extent to which sex plays on pov¬ 
erty were: under $3,000, $3,000-$5,999 and $6,000 and over. 
Table 5 gives a breakdown of the income of families by color and 
head of household for the State of Georgia. White females comprise the 
largest category with 61,480 females as heads of households. The second 
highest category was the non-white females, with 52,346 heading house¬ 
holds. The next largest category shows 15,866 white males as heads of 
households. And the last category shows 8,742 non-white males as heads 
of households. 
Sub-hypothesis two states, "Non-white females who head households 
are in poverty to a greater extent than are Negro males or white males 
and females who head households." 
In 1959, of the 15,866 white males who headed households, 39 percent 
reported an income of less than $3,000, thirty-three percent reported an 
income between $3,000-$5,999, and 28 percent reported an income of $6,000 
or more. Non-white males who headed households totaled 8,742. Of this 
number, 66 percent reported an income of less than $3,000 per year, 26 
percent reported an income between $3,000-$5,999 and only eight percent 
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TABLE 5 
INCOME IN 1959 OF FAMILIES BY COLOR AND HEAD OF 




















Under $3,000 6,258 39 5,757 66 31,280 51 42,721 82 
$3,000-$5,999 5,214 33 2,265 26 19,280 31 7,377 14 
$6,000 & over 4,394 28 720 8 10,571 18 2,248 4 
Total 15,866 100 8,742 100 61,480 100 52,346 100 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Population. 1960 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office), 
Vol. 1 Part 12, State of Georgia. 
reported an income of $6,000 or more. Incomes for white females who 
headed households were higher than non-white males who headed households. 
Of the 61,480 white females who were heads of households, 51 percent re¬ 
ported an income of less than $3,000, thirty-one percent reported an in¬ 
come between $3,000-$5,999 and 18 percent reported an income of $6,000 
or more. Non-white females heads of households showed an extremely 
large percentage of poverty. Eighty-two percent of the 52,346 non-white 
females reported an income of less than $3,000, fourteen percent report¬ 
ed an income between $3,000-$5,999 and only 4 percent reported an income 
of $6,000 or more. 
A possible explanation for the large number of non-white females 
heads of households, and conversely, the large percentage of poverty 
that exists, may be found in the historical makeup of the Negro family. 
With the emancipation of the slaves, the Negro American family began to 
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form in the United States on a widespread scale. But it did so in an 
atmosphere markedly different from that which has produced the white 
family. 
"The Negro was given liberty, but not equality. Life remained haz¬ 
ardous and marginal. Of the greatest importance, the Negro male became 
an object of intense hostility, an attitude unquestionably based in some 
measure of fear."^ 
When Jim Crow made its appearance toward the end of the 19th cen¬ 
tury, it may be speculated that it was the Negro male who was most hu¬ 
miliated; thereby, the male was more likely to use public facilities, 
which rapidly became segregated once the process began, and just as im¬ 
portant, segregation and the submissiveness it exacts is surely more 
destructive to the male than to the female personality. Keeping the 
Negro "in his place" can be translated as keeping the Negro male"in his 
place" the female was not a threat to anyone. 
Unquestionally, these events worked against the emergence of a 
strong father figure. The very essence of the male animal, from the 
bantam rooster to the president, is to strut. Indeed, in the 19th cen¬ 
tury America, a particular type of exaggerated male boastfulness became 
almost a national style. Unfortunately, this did not hold true for the 
Negro male. The "sassy Nigger" was lynched. 
The Negro female, having being accustomed to playing the dominant 
role in family and marriage relations before emancipation, persisted in 
this role in the decades of rural life that followed. Often the male 
Ï 
Lee Rainwater and William L. Yancey, The Moynihan Report and the 
Politics of Controversy (The M. I. T. Press, Cambridge, 1967), p. 16. 
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was driven from home because he could not find work (the female could 
always get domestic work) or he would leave in order that the family 
could secure welfare benefits. Consequently, many Negro families found 
themselves headed by females. The same general pattern still exists to¬ 
day . 
To view the fatherless family in another sense, one may say, if 
Negro males have no reason to expect or hope for more than they can 
achieve, they will be less discontented with what they have, or even 
grateful simply to be able to hold on to it. But if, on the other hand, 
they have been led to see as a possible goal the relative prosperity of 
some more fortunate people, they will remain discontented with their lot 
until they have succeeded in catching up. Thus, the Negro's sense of 
relative deprivation helps to explain the assertiveness of the black male 
today. 
Race.--Since Negroes and whites constitute almost all the population 
of Georgia, only these two categories were used. Negroes make up 29 per¬ 
cent of the population and whites constitute 71 percent. Other racial 
groups make up less than one percent. 
It is common knowledge that Negroes suffer from poverty to a greater 
degree than do whites in Georgia. However, the extent to which Negroes 
suffer from poverty is not widely known. 
Sub-hypothesis three states, "Negroes are in poverty to a greater 
extent than are whites." 
A quick glance at Table 6 points this out. In 1959, there were 
1,418,954 whites 14 years of age or older in Georgia. Sixty percent re¬ 
ported an income of less than $3,000, twenty-eight percent reported an 
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TABLE 6 
INCOME IN 1959 OF PERSONS 14 YEARS OLD AND OLDER 
IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA, BY RACE 
Income White Percent Non-White Percent 
Under $3,000 811,669 60 459,666 90 
$3,000-$5,999 423,000 28 49,252 8 
$6,000 and over 184,285 12 4,542 2 
Total 1,418,954 100 513,360 100 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Population. 1960 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office), 
Vol. 1 Part 12, State of Georgia. 
income between $3,000-$5,999 and 12 percent reported an income of $6,000 
or more. 
There were 513,360 Negroes 14 years of age or older. Of this num¬ 
ber, 90 percent reported an income of less than $3,000, eight percent re¬ 
ported an income between $3,000-$5,999 and only 2 percent reported an in¬ 
come of $6,000 or more. 
Not only does Table 6 point out the fact that Negroes are in poverty 
to a greater extent than are whites, it shows that for every two whites 
whose incomes fall below $3,000, there are at least three Negroes in the 
same category. Looking at the $3,000-$5,999 category, there exists bet¬ 
ter than a three to one ratio of whites in this category vis-a-vis Ne¬ 
groes. And the $6,000 and over category clearly shows that for every 
Negro whose income was $6,000 or more, there were six whites with in¬ 
comes as high or higher. 
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When the theory of relative deprivation is applied to Table 6, it 
becomes clear that, whereas Negroes are impoverished to a much greater 
degree than are whites, there exists a large number of whites who are 
relatively deprived. Using the $6,000 category as being well off, 423, 
000 whites or twenty-eight percent are relatively deprived. Negroes 
show an eight percent figure for the same category. Therefore, ninety- 
eight percent of the total number of Negroes fourteen years of age and 
older are either impoverished or hovering around the edges of poverty; 
eight percent of whites are similarly situated. 
The discussion of poverty up to this point has been in terms of a 
lack of money. However, the side effects of poverty have not been noted. 
Therefore, it seems a must to point out how poverty is manifested in the 
high death rate of non-whites and also the high maternal mortality rate. 
The death rate and maternal mortality rates are not directly related to 
testing the hypothesis that "Negroes are in poverty to a greater extent 
than are whites.” 
The discussion which follows, concerning the death rate and the ma¬ 
ternal mortality rate, hopefully, will point out the seriousness of the 
poverty problem in Georgia. 
Table 7 gives a breakdown of the important causes of death by num¬ 
ber, rate and race for the state of Georgia in 1965. The total deaths 
for the State were 38,104. Of this number, 25,141 were white and 12,963 
were non-white. The rate of deaths per 100,000 reveals the fact that 
the death rate for non-whites is higher than it is for whites in the 
state of Georgia. Of the 873.8 total deaths per 100,000, whites had a 
ratio of 805.5 and non-whites showed a ratio of 1,045.8. 
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TABLE 7 
IMPORTANT CAUSES OF DEATH, NUMBER AND RATE IN 
SPECIFIED AGE GROUPS BY RACE IN THE 
STATE OF GEORGIA, 1965 
Cause of Death Total White 
Non- 




Total, all causes 38,104 25,141 12,963 873.8 105.5 1,045.8 
Heart Disease 12,645 9,159 3,486 290.0 293.4 281.2 
Malignant Neoplasms 5,166 3,802 1,364 118.5 121.8 110.0 
Influenza & Pneumonia 1,750 973 777 40.1 31.2 62.7 
Motor vehicle accidents 1,389 1,078 311 31.9 34.5 25.1 
Accidents other than mo¬ 
tor vehicle accidents 1,384 874 510 31.7 28.0 41.1 
Disease of the arteries 916 600 316 21.0 19.2 25.5 
Other diseases of the 
respiratory system 786 589 197 10.0 18.9 15.9 
Other diseases peculiar 
to early infancy and 
immaturity unqualified 734 410 374 18.0 31.1 30.2 
Mascular lesions affecting 
central nervous system 5,575 3,262 2,313 127 .8 104.5 186.6 
Diabetes Mellitus 539 339 200 12.4 10.9 16.1 
All other causes 
(residual) 7,170 4,055 3,115 164.4 129.9 251.3 
Source: Georgia Vital and Mobility Statistics, 1965. 
When attention is given to specific causes of deaths, there appears 
to be no significant difference between whites and non-whites. Of the 
eleven categories (causes of death), six show non-whites to have a higher 
death rate than whites and five show whites to have a higher death rate 
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than non-whites. 
However, when consideration is given to those categories where med¬ 
ical knowledge is available to prevent or cure diseases, there is a 
large number of non-whites represented. Take the category Influenza and 
Pneumonia. Of the 1,750 total deaths, 973 were white and 777 were non¬ 
whites. The rate of deaths per 100,000 reveals the total deaths to be 
40.1, with whites reporting a ratio of 31.2 and non-whites reporting a 
ratio of 62.7. Another category that merits consideration is the mas- 
cular lesion affecting central nervous system. There were 5,575 deaths 
in this category; 3,262 were white and 2,313 non-white. The rate per 
100,000 population reveals the total deaths to be 127.8, with whites re¬ 
porting a ratio of 104.5 and non-whites reporting a ratio of 186.6 deaths 
In 1963, the maternal mortality rate for the United States was 39.9 
(Table 8). The South Atlantic (includes states of Delaware, Maryland, 
District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia and Florida) revealed a maternal mortality rate of 
47.1 and Georgia's maternal mortality rate was 49.8. 
Table 8 further reveals that there is a distinct difference between 
the maternal mortality rates for whites and non-whites. Whites show a 
24.2 maternal mortality for the United States, 24.0 for the South 
Atlantic Region and 28.0 for the state of Georgia. The Georgia rate 
compares to a 98.1 maternal mortality for non-whites in the United States 
102.7 in the South Atlantic Region and 89.3 for the state of Georgia. 
An explanation of the fact that Negroes are in poverty to a greater 
degree than are whites and consequently have a higher death and maternal 
mortality rate may be found in the Negro's economic position of the past. 
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TABLE 8 
MATERNAL MORTALITY RATES BY COLOR FOR THE U. S., 
WEST SOUTH ATLANTIC REGION AND THE STATE OF 
GEORGIA, THREE YEAR AVERAGE, 1961-63 
(RATES PER 100,000 LIVE BIRTHS) 
Maternal Mortality Rates Total White Non-White 
United States 39 .9 24.2 98.1 
South Atlantic^" 47.1 24.0 102.7 
Georgia 49.8 28.0 89.3 
Source: Infant. Fetal and Maternal Mortality. United States, 1963. 
^Includes states of Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, 
West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Florida. 
Negroes throughout the United States have always been relegated to the 
lowest paying jobs. Often Negroes are hired last, paid less and fired 
first. Typically, wage rates for non-whites are lower than they are for 
white workers, even when they work at the same job and have the same 
educational background. 
CHAPTER III 
POVERTY AS IT RELATES TO OCCUPATION 
AND GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION 
This chapter deals with poverty as it relates to occupation and 
geographical location. A detailed discussion follows concerning the ex¬ 
tent to which the incidence of poverty is influenced by a certain occupa¬ 
tional category and/or a certain geographical location. 
Occupation.--Occupation (Table 9) was determined by the occupational 
categories used in the 1960 Census Report. The categories used are as 
follows: Professional, Managerial and Kindred Workers, Farmers and Farm 
Managers, Craftsmen, Foremen and Kindred Workers, Operatives and Kindred 
Workers, Laborers except Mine and Clerical and Kindred Workers. 
The total number of persons with incomes in 1959 was 1,446,564. Of 
this number, 56 percent reported an income of less than $3,000, thirty 
percent reported an income between $3,000-$5,999 and 14 percent reported 
an income of $6,000 or more. 
The category, Professional, Managerial and Kindred Workers reveals 
that of 164,341 workers, 19 percent reported an income of less than 
$3,000, with 34 percent reporting an income between $3,000-$5,999 and 47 
percent reporting an income of $6,000 or more. Of the 163,270 Craftsmen, 
Foremen and Kindred Workers, 34 percent reported an income less than 
$3,000, forty-seven percent reported an income between $3,000-$5,999 and 
19 percent reported an income of $6,000 or more. Clerical and Kindred 
Workers show 60 percent of its 112,647 workers as having an income of 
less than $3,000, with 39 percent reporting an income between $3,000-$5,999 
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TABLE 9 
EARNINGS IN 1959 OF PERSONS BY OCCUPATION IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA 



























Under $3,000 873,625 56 31,307 19 76,310 60 57,274 34 204,259 68 
$3,000-$5,999 414,419 30 56,789 34 44,656 39 76,898 47 91,561 30 
$6,000 & over 158,528 14 76,245 47 1,465 1 29,098 19 11,138 2 
Total, 14 yrs of age 












Total, 14 years old & over 56,806 132,627 
Under $3,000 47,952 84 116,210 90 
$3,000-$5,999 6,642 12 15,455 9 
$6,000 & over 2,212 4 962 1 
Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population. 1960 
(Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office), Vol. 1 Part 12, State of Georgia. 
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and 1 percent reporting an income of $6,000 or more. Operatives and 
Kindred Workers totaled 311,928. Of this number, 68 percent reported an 
income of less than $3,000, thirty percent reported an income between 
$3,000-$5,999 and 2 percent reported an income of $6,000 or more. 
Farmers and Farm Managers shows 84 percent of its 56,806 workers reported 
an income less than $3,000, twelve percent reported an income between 
$3,000-$5,999 and 2 percent reported an income of $6,000 or more. As 
hypothesized, the category Laborers shows a higher percentage of its 
workers as being in poverty. Of the 132,627 laborers, 90 percent re¬ 
ported an income less than $3,000, nine percent reported an income be¬ 
tween $3,000-$5,999 and only 1 percent reported an income of $6,000 or 
more. 
One of the alarming facts Table 9 points out is that the extent of 
relative deprivation is high in those categories where the incident of 
poverty is relatively low. Take the Clerical and Kindred Workers, 39 
percent of the workers reported an income between $3,000-$5,999 or for 
that matter, 47 percent of the Craftsmen, Foremen and Kindred Workers 
reported an income between $3,000-$5,999 and 30 percent of the Operatives 
and Kindred Workers reported incomes above $3,000 but below the $6,000 
mark. When the impoverish figures and relative deprivation figures are 
added, the picture is as follows: 53 percent of the Professional Man¬ 
agerial and Kindred Workers are not well off; 99 percent of the Clerical 
and Kindred Workers are below the well off category; 81 percent of the 
Craftsmen, Foremen and Kindred Workers are less than well off; 98 per¬ 
cent of the Operative and Kindred Workers are not well off; 96 percent 
of the Farmers and Farm Managers are less than well off; and 99 percent 
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of the Laborers are either poor or relatively deprived. 
The large percentage of poor laborers may be explained due to the 
fact that technological knowledge has created machines to perform much 
of the work laborers use to perform. Consequently, many laborers find 
themselves out of work or work that lasts only a few months out of the 
year. 
The cotton pickers in Georgia represent a group of workers faced 
with a decline in work opportunities. Though this is a case of under¬ 
employment, it demonstrates the fact that many hundreds of workers are 
losing work due to mechanization. In cotton, as in many other crops, 
this is due largely to the mechanization of harvesting, when the peak 
number of workers is used. It also includes use of chemicals and other 
agents to destroy weeds; this cuts off work in another part of the year. 
The large percentage of relative deprivation may be explained due 
to the fact that the bulk of the jobs available fall in the middle level 
bracket, and the pay for these jobs is not bad; however, one cannot say 
that these jobs pay enough to be considered in the same manner that the 
top level positions are considered. There are only a few positions at 
the top; and, these positions are generally secured by persons with high¬ 
er education. 
Small farmers cannot compete with the very large farmers and federal 
subsidies generally go to the large farmers. Hence, those persons who 
have small farms barely make enough money to support themselves and their 
families . 
Geographical Location.--The geographical locations were Southeast, 
Georgia, Southwest, Georgia, Northeast, Georgia and Northwest, Georgia 
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(Map No. 1) . 
Southeast, Georgia is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean on the east, 
the state of Florida on the south, Laurens, Wheeler, Jeff David and 
Coffee Counties on the west and Jenkins, Washington and Wilkinson coun¬ 
ties on the North. Southwest, Georgia is bordered by Berrien, Irwin and 
Ban Hill Counties on the east, the state of Florida on the south, the 
state of Alabama on the west and Talbot, Taylor and Crawford Counties on 
the north. Northeast, Georgia is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean on the 
east, Baldwin Washington and Jefferson Counties on the south, Hall, 
Barrow, Walton and Jasper counties on the west and the state of Tennessee 
on the North. Southwest, Georgia is bordered by Forsyth, Gwinnett Newton 
and Butts Counties on the east, Upson, Monroe and Bibb Counties on the 
south, the state of Alabama on the west and the state of Tennessee on 
the north. 
The fifth sub-hypothesis states, "Families living in Southwest, 
Georgia are poverty to a greater extent than are families living else¬ 
where in Georgia." May one further point out the fact that a pattern of 
poverty exists in Georgia; it may be found in the Southwest part of the 
State. 
In 1959, of the twenty counties in the state of Georgia with 65-80 
percent of the families reporting an income less then $3,000, fourteen 
are located in Southwest, Georgia. Nineteen of the sixty-four counties 
with 50-65 percent of the families reporting an income less than $3,000 
are located in the Southwest area of Georgia. 
When consideration is given to the per capita income for Georgia in 
1959 (Map 2), the extent to which Southwest Georgians are victimized by 
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FAMILIES WITH INCOMES UNDER $3,000 BY COUNTIES 









poverty is even clearer. Of the thirty-eight counties with a per capita 
income between $424-$749, over 50 percent are located in Southwest, 
Georgia. Twenty-five percent of the counties with the second lowest per 
capita income are located in Southwest, Georgia. Six counties reported 
a per capita income between $1,000-$1,249, two reported a per capita in¬ 
come between $1,500-$1,749, three reported a per capita income between 
$1,750-$1,999 and not a one reported a per capita income between $2,000- 
$3,541. 
In 1959, the per capita income for counties in Georgia ranged from 
$424 per year to $3,541 per year. If one should fix the level of wealth 
of wealthy counties at a per capita income of about $1,000 per year, 
then over half of the counties in Georgia are relatively deprived. On 
the other hand, if one should fix the level of wealth at $2,500 (per 
capita income for the United States) per year, then, 99 percent of all 
counties in Georgia are relatively deprived. 
An explanation may be found in the fact that there is a lack of in¬ 
dustry in Southwest, Georgia. Therefore, the basic means of support 
comes from work in farm related occupations. There is an army base in 
Dougherty County that provides many jobs, however, the city of Columbus 
supplies the base with most of its personnel. 
1 
See appendix one for a further breakdown of per capita income in 
the State of Georgia. 
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PER CAPITA INCOME BY COUNTIES IN 1959 FOR GEORGIA 
CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
From this study, it is evident that poverty exists in Georgia on a 
wide scale. In fact, the task of demonstrating the many problems faced 
by the poor is very simple. One needs only to take a drive through the 
ghettos of the large cities. Such things as inadequate education, poor 
general and physical health, unemployment, isolation from the decision¬ 
making process of society and underemployment plague the poor daily. 
In order to eliminate the above conditions, one must understand the 
environment which helped to bring about such conditions; understand that 
these conditions are not separate entities; rather, they are complex and 
interrelated. Georgians must charge themselves with the responsibility 
of meeting the needs of the poor from the poor's point of view. It must 
be understood clearly that mere sympathy is not a prerequisite to the 
elimination of poverty. In order to bring about constructive changes, 
one must realize that the real impetus lies in trained competent people. 
Due to the fact that Georgia is basically an agricultural state, 
nearly 50 percent of its residents are victimized by poverty. The actual 
percentage is 44 percent. Thus the general hypothesis was supported. 
In accordance with the first hypothesis, the aged make up a higher 
percent of poor Georgians than any other age category. Of the 248,250 
persons sixty-five and over, 90 percent are poor. 
The knowledge of medical science has contributed to a longer life 
for man. However, man has not made the necessary adjustments to 
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accommodate this knowledge. Thus, Georgia has elderly individuals re¬ 
tiring at age sixty-five when they can work many more years. Often re¬ 
tiring means a large drop in monthly income. And with a very small in¬ 
come, more people are added to the poverty category. 
Females, both white and non-white, are in poverty to a greater de¬ 
gree than are their male counterparts. However, non-white females, as 
hypothesized, are more severely victimized. Of the 52,346 non-white 
females who head households, 82 percent are poor. Discrimination by em 
ployers in favor of males may be a partial explanation to the high num¬ 
ber of females suffering from poverty. 
Supporting the third hypothesis, Negroes are in poverty to a great 
er extent than any other racial group. In 1960, the median income for 
non-whites was $2,188 as compared to $5,027 for whites. Whites show 
25.7 percent in poverty. On the other hand, non-whites have 68 percent 
of its people in poverty. 
The hiring policies used by many employers may contribute to the 
greater incidence of poverty for non-whites. Often Negroes are hired 
last, paid less and fired first. Typically, wage rates for non-whites 
are lower than for white workers even when they work at the same job. 
Laborers, as hypothesized, are victimized by poverty to a greater 
extent than any other occupational category. Of the 132,627 laborers, 
90 percent reported an income of less than $3,000 per year. The lowest 
incidence of poverty was found in the Professional, Managerial and Kin¬ 
dred Workers, with only 19 percent being victimized by poverty. 
Technological knowledge and a society that is more urban oriented 
than rural helped to produce the large number of poor laborers. Many 
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laborers find themselves with no work or work that lasts only a few 
months because of seasonal jobs. 
Small farmers cannot compete with the very large farmers, and fed¬ 
eral subsidies generally go to the large farmers. Hence, small farmers, 
who cannot support their families by farming, turn to laborers' jobs in 
order to support their families. 
The Southwest is more poverty-stricken than any other area in 
Georgia. This finding is in keeping with the final hypothesis which 
states: "Families living in Southwest Georgia are in poverty to a great¬ 
er extent than are families living elsewhere in Georgia." Of the twenty 
counties with 65-80 percent of the families having an income under 
$3,000, fourteen are located in Southwest, Georgia. Fifty percent of 
thirty-eight poorest counties, as indicated by per capita income in 1960, 
are located in Southwest, Georgia. And 25 percent of the counties with 
the second lowest per capita income are located in Southwest, Georgia. 
There is a lack of major industries in Southwest, Georgia. There¬ 
fore, the basic means of supporting oneself comes from work in farm re¬ 
lated occupations. The rewards are much smaller than rewards received 
by urban workers in a major industry. 
One is aware of the time and effort, past and present, put forth 
by the state of Georgia in order to make the life chances of its citizens 
more nearly equal. However, it appears that there is no program which 
is geared toward attacking and alleviating statewide the myriad prob¬ 
lems which exist;. The efforts have not been too helpful in closing the 
gap between the "haves" and the "havenots." In fact, the gap appears to 
be widening. The challenges lie in whether the existing American 
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economic system can be made to operate for the benefit of the poor, 
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APPENDIX 2 
PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME FOR 1959 
BY COUNTY IN GEORGIA 
Per Capita Income 
In Dollars Number of Counties 
$ 424 - $ 749 38 
$ 750 - $ 999 60 
$1,000 - $1,249 37 
$1,250 - $1,499 15 
$1,500 - $1,749 5 
$1,750 - $1,999 3 
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